Rt. 8, Frederick, Md. USA 21701 
May 24, 1969 



Mr* Michael D* Eugene 
32 Tavistock St* 

Strand 

• u ondon W*C* 2, England* 

Dear Mi** Euggne, 

Miss Cindy Vanden Heuvel spoke Jos you on my behalf at my request. 

She asked for copies of the papers filed by the United States Government against 
your then-client, James Earl Ray* She reports you declined to make this informa- 
tion available because "the case is not closed yet" end because a hearing is 
shheduled on his behalf* She also reports that because you ere not familiar with 
my name you said you "would check with the F.B.I." 

3*his combination fills me with the deepest misgivings* Of course it 
is possihle that bright as she is, Miss Vanden Eeuvel might have misunderstood or 
misinterpreted what you said* Therefore, I write you directly to eliminate any 
possibility of error. 

The United States papers report you represented Ray’s interest when 
the request for extradition was filed (I imagine a thankless, unpleasant task). They 
also report the data I seek is part of the court record, part of the public record, 
what in the United States is termed "public domain". 

Now, the F.B.I. represents the aide opposed to your client* It also is 
the side opposed to me and my wwk and writing. It is the federal police* Is it 
customary for English lawyers to consult the federal police when kno?m writers 
who have established credentials in the field of their work (and if mine were previously 
unknown to you, they were, I am confident, reported)make proper inquiry, especially 
for access to the public record? Wouidyou regard it as proper for the F.B.I. to make 
any response to your inquiry at all? Do you believe the federal police in your 
country or mine should maintain files on or spread any information, favorable or un- 
favorable, about any citizens, particularly, in our societies, writers? Further, do 
you expect the F.B.I., which I have accused in the subtitle of one of my books of 
engaging in 8 "coTOrup" and whose dubious record in the assassinations and their 
investigations X have exhaustively exposed to public scrutiny, w^uld be dispassionate? 
When you consider you need dependable information, do you customarily consult the 
enemy of those about whom you seek fact? 

Under the circumstance, X presume you will extend me the courtesy of 
copies of your inquiry and any responses* 

What I seek is the alleged evidence against your client, by those 
prosecuting him, not what is secret from the prosecution because it is his defense. 

What I seek in particular is the "evidence" presented the F.B.I. When I have 
doubts about the integrity of this "evidence" and for that reason seek it, not to be 
dependant upon the press accounts of it, do you think it was tte proper course to 
check with tne F.B.I* about me, the customary police-state method? And how does 
denying those who write that Ray killed no one the evidence that, properly anslyzed 
and understood, might establish this, help either justice or him? I fail to see why 

you deny me the public record, particularly because I have written that your client 



fh« n « 8 ^ 1 K t ^ ° f l hBt Wlth ' ,silich he ls char 8 ed * Was "framed". (I believe end have from 
the first believed and repeated^aid on radio and TV here that he was a decoy.) 

Perhaps you did not ask youiUlf why a writer in the United States 

£ 0m En * lan ? made public in England by the U nited States %vern- 

IcS* lich n «™i LVJrl e ;>, Plte the + Cle !5 law ’ such 03 the "Freedom of Information 
Act .which requires that the government make this information available, it refuses 

to maxe any response at all to the request. Of course, I can due. But stch a suit if 

I could afford it, which I cannot, could also be indefinitely po^tpSned and foTall 

s “ U8tl0n would be unchanged. I would not have this infomation 

on thi^ i!?h entltl6a ; ThS f C ° rd ° n thls and on thls subject is entirely one way 

?laiSiff^?J an ? ” ay of *»d were I to win, as anotLr 

pi intiff did several months ago, the government would appeal. And that it would also 
continue through all the available channels so the result would be tte same. 

ft1nnn mh . ... 1 bop ® th ® foregoing is sufficient for you to understand the aporohen- 
there J? t “?!? T 8Ild ® n ^vel reported cause me. I would welcome your assurance that 
Si «,i V +v sunder standing. Because of the present situation, I think it would be 
helpful to the record and to you if you would also give mo the assurance that neither 

f i m haTe ? r haT0 had or oofioipot 0 any connection of any kind with the 
nited -fates overnment or any of its agents or agencies. I do not assume this. But 
because of the foregoing, I do think this assurance, in writing, would help eliminate 
any suspicions that might develop. 



My purpose in asking for those approximately 200 pages of "evidence" 
presented by the side opposed to you was to be able to quote it directly. I have 
written most of the book. The new hearing is scheduled for before you can receive 
this letter. When it is completed, I expect to complete the book as expeditiously 
as possible, as I believe you can understand. If 1 have not had access to the 
documents used against Ray, I will, as I think incumbent, specify in the book 
exactly whoy. I will say who I asked, what reaponse, if any, was made, and then 
quote the papers, the only course left. And the papers will leave no doubt that I 
have been denied the public record, what in this couhtjry, under our law, cannot be 
denied anyone, especially not writers. 

I sincerely hope you will see your way clear to providing copies of 
the "evidence" and to answering this letter at your earliest convenience. 



Sincerely yours. 



Harold Weisberg 



